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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1-37 are pending in this application. 

Claim Objections 

2. Claims 5, 21 & 26 are objected to because of the following informalities: claim 5 
recites "cancel5" and should be changed to "5" or else cancelled; claim 21 recites 
"vendors.." and should be changed to "vendors."; claim 26 recites "receiving" and 
should be changed to "receive". Appropriate correction is required. 



Claim Rejections • 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S:C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 



4. Claims 26, 28-30, 32-34, 36-37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Evans (US 2003/0177279). 



5. 



As per claim 26, Evans discloses using a subscriber to a publish-subscribe 
messaging protocol to receiving a message published via the protocol (Par. 10, 
In 1-4, publish-subscribe messaging protocol). 
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6. Evans does not explicitly disclose communicating the message to multiple non- 
subscribers. Moreover, Evans discloses that messages are sent to receivers in 
the system (Par. 32, In. 1-21 & see Fig. 3). One of ordinary skill in the art, at the 
time the invention was made, would have recognized that Evans implies 
communicating messages to multiple non-subscribers in order to determine if 
they are subscribers. 

7. As per claim 28, Evans does not explicitly teach generating multiple messages to 
the non-subscribers. Moreover, Evans discloses that messages are sent to 
receivers in the system (Par. 32, In. 1-21 & see Fig. 3). One of ordinary skill in 
the art, at the time the invention was made, would have recognized that Evans 
implies communicating messages to multiple non-subscribers in order to 
determine if they are subscribers. 

8. As per claim 29, Evans discloses converting the received message from a first 
language format into a second language format, wherein the communicating the 
message comprises communicating the message in the second language format 
(Par. 12, In. 1-17, converting and communicating the received message from a 
first data format to a second data format). 
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9. As per claim 30, Evans discloses a first component to subscribe to a publish- 
subscribe messaging protocol to receive a message published via the protocol 
(see subscriber adapter #25 in Fig 2 & Par. 10, In 1-4, publish-subscribe 
messaging protocol). 

10. Evans does not explicitly disclose a second component that is used for 
communicating the message to multiple non-subscribers. Moreover, Evans 
discloses that messages are sent to receivers in the system (Par. 32, In. 1-21 & 
see component of Fig. 3). One of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the 
invention was made, would have recognized that Evans implies communicating, 
messages to multiple non-subscribers in order to determine if they are 
subscribers. 

1 1 .As per claim 32, it recites the same limitations as claim 30, and is therefore 
rejected based upon the same reasons, further since claims 30-33 are the 
system equivalent claims to methods 26-29. 

12. As per claim 33, it recites the same limitations as claim 29, and therefore rejected 
based upon the same reasons, further since claims 30-33 are the system 
equivalent claims to methods 26-29. 
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13. As per claim 34, Evans discloses a subscriber to a publish-subscribe messaging 
protocol to receive a message published via the protocol (Par. 10, In 1-4, publish- 
subscribe messaging protocol). 

14. Evans does not explicitly disclose communicating the message to multiple non- 
subscribers of the protocol. Moreover, Evans discloses that messages are sent 
to receivers in the system (Par. 32, In. 1-21 & see Fig. 3). One of ordinary skill in 
the art, at the time the invention was made, would have recognized that Evans 
implies communicating messages to multiple non-subscribers in order to 
determine if they are subscribers. 

15. Claim 36 recites the same limitations as claim 34 and is rejected based upon the 
same reasons, further since claims 34-37 are the article of manufacture 
equivalent claims to methods 26-29. 

16. As per claim 37, it recites the same limitations as claim 29, and is therefore 
rejected based upon the same reasons, further since claims 34-37 are the article 
of manufacture equivalent claims to methods 26-29. 



17.Claims 1-6, 8-14, 16-22 & 24-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Marcos et Al (US 2002/0032803). 
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18. As per claim 1 , Marcos discloses providing a first request to access a function 
associated with a first object model; the first request into a second request 
associated with a second object model different from the first object model; and 
creating an object associated with the second object model in response to the 
second request (Par. 105, access function associated with first object model and 
then second request associated with second object model different from first and 
creating an object associated with second object model & Par. 7, see Object 
Request Broker). 

19. Marcos fails to explicitly disclose that the request is converted. Whereas, he 
mentions the message that is sent to the first object model and is later sent to the 
second object model and that message translation occurs (Par. 26, In. 1-12). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made that conversion must occur to enable a message that is 
compatible with a first object model to become compatible with a second, 
different object model. 

20. As per claim 2, Marcos discloses executing a script to create the second request 
(Par. 108, In 1-4, automation and scripting execution). It is also rejected under 
the same reasons as claim 1 . 
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21 .As per claim 3, Marcos discloses retrieving a script in response to the first 

request (Marcos, Par. 21, In 2-7, retrieving & Par. 7, In. 8-10, response to request 
& Par. 108, scripts). It is also rejected under the same reasons as claim 1. 

22. As per claim 4, Marcos discloses converting between protocols from different 
vendors (Marcos, Par. 7, In 1-14, converting between protocols from different 
vendors). It is also rejected under the same reasons as claim 1. 

23. As per claim 5, Marcos discloses the first object model comprises an ROF object 
model and the second object model comprises a COM object model (Par. 54, In 
1-2, framework for remote object & Par. 45, In 1-4, component object model). It is 
also rejected under the same reasons as claim 1. 

24. As per claim 6, Marcos discloses first request is associated with fabrication of an 
integrated circuit (Par. 41, In 1-4, associated with microprocessor). It is also 
rejected under the same reasons as claim 1 . 

25. As per claim 8-9, Marcos discloses providing a mechanism to discover services 
and distributing agents on different servers. (Par. 1 1 , In 1-8, stubs for and 
skeletons on different servers function to discover services and have distributing 
agent functionality). It is also rejected under the same reasons as claim 1. 
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26. As per claim 10, it is a system claim with the same limitations as the method in 
claim 1 and is rejected under the same reasons. 



27. As per claim 1 1 , Marcos discloses the first component executes at least one 
script to create the second request (Par. 108, In 1-4, automation and scripting 
execution). 



28. As per claim 12, it is a system claim with the same limitations as the method in 
claim 3 and is rejected under the same reasons. 

29. As per claim 13, it is a system claim with the same limitations as the method in 
claim 4 and is rejected under the same reasons. 

30. As per claim 14, it is a system claim with the same limitations as the method in 
claim 6 and is rejected under the same reasons. 

31. As per claim 16, it is a system claim with the same limitations as the method in 
claim 8 and is rejected under the same reasons. 



32. As per claim 17, it is a system claim with the same 
claim 9 and is rejected under the same reasons. 



limitations as the method in 
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33. As per claim 18, it is an article of manufacture claim with the same limitations as 
the method in claim 1 and is rejected under the same reasons. 

34. As per claim 19, it is an article of manufacture claim with the same limitations as 
the method in claim 2 and is rejected under the same reasons. 

35. As per claim 20, it is an article of manufacture claim with the same limitations as 
the method in claim 3 and is rejected under the same reasons. 

36. As per claim 21, it is an article of manufacture claim with the same limitations as 
the method in claim 4 and is rejected under the same reasons. 

37. As per claim 22, it is an article of manufacture claim with the same limitations as 
the method in claim 6 and is rejected under the same reasons. 

38. As per claim 24, it is an article of manufacture claim with the same limitations as 
the method in claim 8 and is rejected under the same reasons. 

39. As per claim 25, it is an article of manufacture claim with the same limitations as 
the method in claim 9 and is rejected under the same reasons. 
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40. Claims 7, 15 & 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Marcos, and further in view of Gould (US 6,782,539). 

41 .As per claims 7, 15 & 23, Marcos substantially teaches the invention as claimed 
but fails to further disclose converting between asynchronous and synchronous 
communication. 

42. Whereas, Gould teaches converting between asynchronous and synchronous 
communication (col. 10, In 55-59, converting between asynchronous and 
synchronous communication & see Fig. 16, asynchronous / synchronous 
converter). One of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was made, 
would have modified the teachings of Marcos to include the method of converting 
between asynchronous and synchronous communication, of Gould, in order to 
enable translation of requests between different types of object models. 

43. Claims 27, 31 and 35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Evans in view of Marcos. 

44. As per claims 27, 31 and 35, Evans substantially discloses the invention as 
claimed but fails to further disclose that the non-subscribers comprise COM 
clients. Whereas, Marcos teaches COM clients in a messaging protocol that 
consists of at least two messaging frameworks that function as a publisher and 
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subscriber (Marcos, Par. 105). One of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the 
invention was made, would have modified the teachings of Evans to include the 
COM clients as taught by Marcos in order to enable multiple frameworks to 
properly communicate the same requests in different languages. 

Conclusion 

45. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Parham (Paul) R. Fatehi whose telephone 
number is 571-270-1407. the examiner can normally be reached on M-Th 
9:30AM-8PM EST, off Fridays. 

46. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, William Thomson can be reached on (571)272-3718. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 
571-273-8300. 

47. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR 
only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
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system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service 
Representative or access to the automated information system, call 800-786- 
9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 




